MANAGED LANES SYSTEM PLAN

Traffic and Revenue Analysis Update




Traffic and Revenue Analysis Overview

= Preliminary Traffic and Revenue
— Not intended for use in support of project financing

* Models From Atlanta Regional Commission
— Use ARC'’s latest socio-economic forecasts
— Reflects the most up-to-date project lists from both the TIP and RTP

* Produce Traffic and Revenue Projections
— Two Revenue Data Points (2020 and 2030)

— Georgia PPl uses 50 Year Forecast

— Cumulative Revenue Forecast: 30-year, 50-year and 75-year




Traffic and Revenue Analysis Process Overview

Step 1 - Traffic and Revenue Analysis Corridor Identification

Managed Lane Corridors

(Primarily Based on HOV
System Plan) Candidate Screening a
I Eligibility -
< Access

l System Connectivity n

Candidate Managed Lane
Truck Only Lane Needs - - -
Identification Study
—

Corridors for Preliminary Traffic
and Revenue Analysis
Corridors with Truck Only Lane Recommendation _C°"|'f’2"o’5E:‘s:”°”’T'”“k Only|Lane Recommendation
TS Nomn + 1-20 West (West of Thornton Road)
SR 400

o 185 North
# «  Interstate Segments Inside of 1-285
(A (e, Sl sl Wiy (Downtown Connector, I-75 North/South, I-85 North/ u
1-20 West (from 1-285 to Thornton Road) St D e
n
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Step 2 - Toll Sensitivity Analysis

— Toll Sensitivity Analysis
— By Corridor and Segment

sz = Step 3:
— System-wide Investment Pol
— System Performance Analysi

Revenue

Travel Time

Travel Speed

Travel Time Index
Total Vehicles (by
period and by vehicle

Type)
Total Vehicle Delay

2020 Optimum Toll Rate

2020 Optimum Toll Rate | 2030 Optimum Toll Rate.

©  Maximum Revenue
© Maximum Throughput

« Maximum Revenue
« Maximum Throughput

+ Maximum Revenue
« Maximum Throughput

Revenue Estimation Transportation Performance Analysis

Direct Transportation Impacts
- Project Corridor Level
Managed Lanes

«  General Purpose Lanes

Gross Revenue
30 Year

Performance Measures:
50 Year

75 Year +  Revenue Stream

+  Travel Time
Travel Speed

Net Revenue
» Total Vehicle Delay

30 Year
50 Year

o 75Year +  Entire System

System Evaluation
Results




Traffic and Revenue Analysis Process Overview

Step 1

Step 1 — Traffic and Revenue Analysis Corridor Identification

Managed Lane Corridors
(Primarily Based on HOV

System Plan) Map Candidate Screening
Eligibility
Access
System Connectivity
Map

Candidate Managed Lane
Corridors for Preliminary Traffic

and Revenue Analysis
Map

Truck Only Lane Needs
Identification Study

<

\ 4 \ 4

_ . _ Corridors without Truck Only Lane Recommendation
Corridors with Truck Only Lane Recommendation e |-20 East
o s ateinn e |-20 West (West of Thornton Road)
e |-75 South e SR 400
e |-85 North e I-575
2 DG LG SLRNB S ECTe LS, e Interstate Segments Inside of I-285
* 1-20 West (from |-285 to Thornton Road) (Downtown Connector, I-75 North/South, 1-85 North/

South, I-20 East/West)




MLSP Corridors

CARRGLL

COWETA

FAYETTE

SPALDING i

I-75 North from [-285 North to SR 20

I-75 South from [-285 South to SR 16

1-85 North from [-285 North to SR 211

1-85 South from [-285 South to US 29

I-20 East from [-285 East to SR 138

1-20 West from [-285 West to Post Road

1-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East

|-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North

1-285 North from 1-85 North to I-75 North

[-285 Northwest from I-75 North to 1-20 West
1-285 Southwest from 1-20 West to I-75 South
Inside 1-285 (I-75, 1-85, 1-20, Langford Parkway)
I-575 from |-75 to SR 20

1-675 from |-75 to 1-285

[-985 from [-85 to SR 13

SR 400 from 1-85 to SR 20

SR 316 from I-85 to SR 81

US 78 from N Druid Hills Road to Rockbridge Road g,




Candidate Corridor Screening

A sanyaTaN ' « Tier 1 (Highest Priority)

X1 T 2 TENS I-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
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= Tier 3 (Lowest Priority)

[-85 South from 1-285 South to US 29

[-285 South of I-20
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US 78 from N Druid Hills Road to Rockbridge Road
Langford Parkwa
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Traffic and Revenue Analysis Corridors

Tier 1 (Highest Priority)
[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
[-20 East from [-285 East to SR 138
[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North
[-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
SR 400 from [-85 to SR 20
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= Tier 2

[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 West from I-75 North to I-20 West
A Inside 1-285 (1-75, 1-85, 1-20)

etz [-575 from I-75 to SR 20
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Traffic and Revenue Analysis Process Overview
Step 2

Step 2 - Toll Sensitivity Analysis

Toll Sensitivity Tests Toll Sensitivity Tests

Sub-System Model J\ Sub-System Model

2020 . 2020
2030 Model Output: 5030

Revenue

— YV _ Travel Time
oll Sensitivity Scenarios Travel Speed

ETL Mixed ETL Travel Time Index

R Total Vehicles (by
I period and by vehicle

Type)
Total Vehicle Delay

Toll Sensitivity Scenarios

e Maximum Revenue e  Maximum Revenue e  Maximum Revenue e  Maximum Revenue
e Maximum Throughput e  Maximum Throughput e Maximum Throughput e  Maximum Throughput




Traffic and Revenue Analysis Process Overview

Toll Sensitivity Anlaysis

v

Maximum Revenue Policy

v

Identify the toll rates that generate
the highest revenue during the
analysis period

Increase
toll rate

oes it Meet the

v

Maximum Throughput Policy

v

Identify the toll rates that generate
the highest vehicle throughput on
ML during the analysis period

<
hl

Average Speed of y

40 mph -45 mph

No: mobility

mobility No

requirement?

Toll rates established for
Maximum Revenue Policy

requirement?

Toll rates established for
Maximum Throughput
Policy

System Model
Runs

Step 2

= A measure of how sensitive
users of a managed facility
are to Increasing toll rates

\EE Determine the toll rates for:

— Maximum Revenue Policy
— Maximum Throughput Policy




Toll Sensitivity Analysis

Maximum Maximum Efficiency Maximum Revenue
Throughput (Speed x Volume)
(Volume)

T

-

. AN V4 A Opfimum (Maximurm) Revenue __
E ' Toll Revenue
L
D -
Toll Traffic \

Volume \
/ Toll Rate ,
B \/ - N

Level of Service

Toll Revenue

Toll Traffic Volume
O




1-285 North Corridor — Toll Sensitivity Analysis

= ETL Sensitivity Curve = TOT,, Sensitivity Curve

$60,000 $60,000
_,_O-—' L =@ |-285 N EB: From I-75 N to I-85 N (13.5 miles)
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Toll Rate, $/Mile Toll Rate, $/Mile

2030 PM Period Revenue Sensitivity Curves




Traffic and Revenue Analysis Process Overview

Step 3

Step 3 — System Analysis

Potential Policy Scenarios for Modeling
> @ > HOT2+ Mixed ETL ETL/TOTy 4_@4_

Revenue Estimation \/\ Transportation Performance Analysis

Gross Revenue Direct Transportation Impacts
e 30 Year Performance Measures: - Project Corridor Level
50 Year e Managed Lanes
75 Year * Revenue Stream e General Purpose Lanes

Travel Time

Net Revenue e Travel Speed
30 Year « Total Vehicle Delay Secondary Impacts
50 Year e 4 Mile Buffer

75 Year e Entire System

J\

System Evaluation

Results




HOT Policy (HOT2+, HOT3+, HOT4+) — 2 Lanes

= Base Case

— If Existing HOV Lane

« Convert HOV Lane & Build 1 New
HOT Lane in each direction

— If No Existing HOV Lane
e Build 2 New HOT Lanes in each

BARTOW

el A | direction
; L A 3% — Barrier Separated and Buffer
l f FULTON | )| ; : \\
{ s gy, \\_WWWR/@{ AN Separated
Ler //L""\\E? Y ’ — Approximately 1,100 new lane
ﬁe// =20\ miles
£

co {lETA

Legend

Build 2 Managed Lanes

Convert HOV Lane & Build 1 Managed Lane | G {

FINTB




Lifespan of a HOV-HOT Facility

Critical Operating HOT 2+ When?
Threshold

Empty Lane
SOV (Toll)

Syndrome

Projected
Traffic Volume

HOV 2

(TollFree) =TT

Managed Lane Operating Policies
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PAULDINGE
: coBe

Prior to 2020
2020-2030
2030-2050

HOV2 Demand Threshold Year| | |

FINTB

— SPALDING ;
- = After 2050 a

= HOVZ2 free policy

HOV Demand Threshold

Assumed 2 HOV Lanes in each
direction with the same access
points as proposed for the ML

Used the speed of 45 mph to
identify HOV demand threshold
time range

— Prior to 2020 (I-75N, 1-285N)

— 2030 — 2050 (I-75S, I-20E, etc.)
— After 2050 (I-285S, etc.)
No Revenue Estimation for HOT2+

Policy if there is no capacity for
sale prior to 2020




ETL Policy — 2 Lanes

V4
C.OBB fdso)
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ARROLL_

3
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Convert HOV Lane & Build 1 Managed Lane | G 1
Build 2 Managed Lanes

Legend end

FINTB

Base Case

If Existing HOV Lane

« Convert HOV Lane & Build 1 New
Managed Lane in each direction

If No Existing HOV Lane

* Build 2 New Managed Lanes in
each direction

Barrier Separated and Buffer
Separated

Approximately 1,100 new lane
miles




TOT Lane Policy — 2 Lanes

= Base Case

— Build 2 New Truck Only Toll Lane
In each direction

2V LS Barrier S d and Buff
3 , 29 @BQROV\ —_ arrier eparate an utrer

XS R K /)‘x Separated
/) \ — Approximately 680 new lane miles

§ SPALDING ;
po—— I
H |
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Build 3 Mixed ETL
Build 2 Mixed ETL
Build 2 Managed Lanes
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Mixed ETL Policy — 2/3 Lanes

Base Case

Same Corridors as the TOT Network
» Except for portion of [-20 West

If Existing Lanes = 4
« Build 3 Mixed ETL Lanes

If Existing Lanes < 4
* Build 2 Mixed ETL Lanes

Approximately 1,500 new lane miles




ETL — 2 Lanes + TOT — 2 Lanes Policy

= Base Case
— Same Corridors as the TOT Network

S — Addition of 2 Lanes for ETL along the
g , TOT Corridors

eahoiud] LI X — Approximately 1,800 new lane miles
{ d | A\ :

};—efw'j/f

ARROLL //
/
¢
co ETA

Legend end

BN 2 ETL/2TOT
Build 2 Managed Lanes




Lane Methodology

# of Number of General Purpose Lanes
Managed
Lanes Policy = 3-lane Mixed ETL policy was
(Each assumed only where the
: : 2 3 4 5 6+ number of general purpose
Direction) lanes is 4 or more
= 2-lane Mixed ETL policy was
ETL X v v v v assumed where there are 3
general purpose lanes
= [ntent was to provide system
2 TOT X v v v v lane balance between general
purpose lanes and managed
: I
Mixed ETL | X v v v v anes
3 Mixed ETL | X X v v v
2/2 ETL/TOT TOL Study Recommendations




raffic & Revenue
By Corridor




Corridors with Truck Only Lane Recommendations

Lane Investment Policy _ I-75 North and | -85 North |1-20 West (1-285
Configuration|  Scenarios -285 Corridor | g4 th Corridor| Corridor  |to Thornton Rd)
HOT(HOTZ"‘, \/'Results Review \/'Results Review V'Results Review \/'Results Review
HOT3+, HOT 4+)
2-Lane Each
E.:l © . ac ETL \/'Results Review \/'Results Review V'Results Review \/'Results Review
Direction
TOTV \/' Results Review \/' Results Review \/'Results Review \/'Results Review
3_L€.:me I.EaCh Mixed ETL \/' Results Review \/' Results Review \/'Results Review \/'Results Review
Direction
4-Lane Each ETL & TOTV \/' Results Review \/' Results Review \/'Results Review \/'Results Review

Direction




[ INTERSTATE _\

285

Managed Lanes Annual

Gross Revenue (m

MW 2030 - Truck
W 2030 - Car

|-285 North Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

96% of

9
90% of ETL

ETL

No
Capacity
to Sell in

2030

HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. | TOT - Max.
Max.Rev | Max.Rev | Max. Rev Rev Rev

METL - [2+2 - Max.
Max. Rev Rev

Investment Policy




[ INTERSTATE _\

285/ 1-285 North Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

92% of

86% of ETL

ETL

No
Capacity
to Sell in

Managed Lanes Annual
Gross Revenue (millions $)

2030

ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt [Max. Thrpt | Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt




|-285 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1: 60 -
Direct impacts in the 16 mph/
project corridor (ML T TTTTTTTTTT TSI T T T T T T T T TSI T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T TS
and GP Lanes);
w 20 mph
Travel Time LN it Giiatsl Saiuiainiel  Eaieieiai
_> g
= Best GP Speed
| ,| Travel Speed > —_— —_—
£ ML Speed Threshold
= e
Total Vehicle K}
—> Delay § - il =iy —---
— <
o
€
System LEVEL 2: ©
Analysis > 4:Mile
Buffer Area
. HOT2 - Max. | HOT3 - Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - Max. 2+2 - Max.
_ No Project
Total Vehicle Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
g Delay B GP Travel Time 54 42 46 46 46 51 44 42
ML Travel Time N/A 23 18 18 18 N/A 16 18
B TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 14 N/A 14
LEVEL 3: Investment Policy  _ o0 o~ 14 Miles

A 4

Entire System

— GP Travel Speed: 16 - 20 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 47 - 52 mph
Delay —TL Travel Speed: 60 mph




|-285 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1: 60 -
Direct impacts in the 16 mph/
project corridor¢(Mv. "R """ T TTTTTTT T TS T TS TTTTTTTTTTTT T TTT T T TS T T T T T T TS
and GP Lanes);
g
| ,| Travel Time é _____ I _____ l _____
E Best GP Speed
| ,| Travel Speed i
= ML Speed Threshold
= e
Total Vehicle K]
—> Delay § TTT T T T T j -~
— =
Q.
(S
System LEVEL 2: 10
Analysis —*  4Mie
Buffer Area
No Proiect HOT2 - Max. | HOT3 - Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - Max 2+2 - Max
Total Vehicle ) Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
" Delay B GP Travel Time 54 42 45 45 46 48 42 40
ML Travel Time N/A 24 19 19 18 N/A 17 18
B TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 16 N/A 15
LEVEL 3: Investment Policy _ Distance = 14 Miles
> Entire System
y — GP Travel Speed: 16 - 21 mph
Toial VE TEle — ML Travel Speed: 45 - 49 mph

> Delay —TL Travel Speed: 52 - 56 mph




|-285 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:

| Directimpacts in the

project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

A 4

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this

corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

100,000

80,000

60,000

ML Total Vehicle Delay
596 lGPTmM\kmdeDemy

40,000

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

20,000

No Project HOT2 - HOT3 -
Max. Rev Max. Rev

B A" :
| 235% 23% 21%
Q% 25/0 31%
nnual Savmgs*
| $25-$143M
1.0-5.7M Gallons
0 1l

[, Travel Time
[, Travel Speed
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor,
in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Revenue policy.

HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - METL - 2+2 - Max
Max. Rev Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Rev.

Investment Policy

Distance = 14 Miles




-285 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:

| Directimpacts in the

project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this

corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

100,000

80.000 .
:% 28%
60.000

ML Total Vehicle Delay
10% B GP Total Vehicle Delay

40,000

20,000

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

I 1.

o
1 1 1 1
|
|
|
|
|
'aoH
|
|
|
|
|
cenl
|
|
|
|
|
|
>|
|
|
|
|
|
[
|
|
|
|
|
I
I
|
|
|
|
I
I
|
|
|
w |
-3 -
X I
|
|

Annual Savings*:
$45-$165M
8-6.5M Gallons

No Project HOT2 - HOT3 -

HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT - METL - 2+2 - Max.

Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor,
in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy.

Investment Policy

Distance = 14 Miles




-285 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:

| Directimpacts in the

project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay in the
buffer area relative to the “No Project” scenario

250,000 -
™ B A W AT i ______A """ mTTT T I """ AT
£ 200,000 - : 14%
> : 26% 25% % :
g 30% § :
T y 3%% 359
S 150,000 1 . .
§ Annual Savings™:
z 100,000 1 $165-$396M
° 6.5-15.7M Gallons
£ 50,000 -
0

No Project HOT2 - HOT3 -

HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - METL - 2+2 - Max.

Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in
year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy.

Investment Policy

Distance = 14 Miles




|-75 South Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

140 -~
o)
= @ 120 -
(7]
5 C
c
c 2 100 -
ﬁ = 98% 99%
o] ;)’ 80 4 84% of ETL of ETL
c
©c >
92 of ETL
- q>) 60 -
L D
2
s, 40 1
C 0
= 2
) 20 A
0
HOT2 - Max. |HOT3 - Max. |HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. |[METL - Max.| 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
m 2030 - Truck N/A NA NA N/A 89.24 61.85 68.00
m 2030 - Car 63.62 75.65 75.91 76.08 N/A 69.52 57.97

Investment Policy

Distance = 34 Miles




I-75 South Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

140 -
—
= 2 120 A
n
S C
c
< 2 100 -
o £
c o 80 -
S 2
- O 60 98% 99%
% x 82%  of ETL  OfETL
c 0 40 - of ETL
TS 0
= 2
) 20 A
0
HOT2 - Max. |HOT3 - Max. |HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. [METL - Max.| 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 31.73 48.91 26.83
m 2030 - Car 35.75 42.74 43.32 43.70 N/A 47.88 27.45

Investment Policy

Distance = 34 Miles




|-75 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1: 150 -
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML B
and GP Lanes); 120
0
o)
| ,| Travel Time 2
€ 90 -
N Travel Speed g
~ 60 -
Total Vehicle ©
—> Delay E -
= 30
System LEVEL 2:
Analysis ¥ 4Me 0 -
uffer Area . . j -
No Project | HOT2 - Max. | HOTS-Max. | HOTA-Max- | oy Rev [TOT - Max. Rev| METE M 15 5 | Max. Rev
_ Rev Rev Rev Rev
Total Vehicle
> Delay = GP Travel Time 128 100 101 102 102 108 92 81
ML Travel Time N/A 40 37 37 37 N/A 38 38
= TL Travel Time NA N/A NA NA NA 35 NA 34
: Investment Polic
» £ L.EVEL 3 y — Distance = 34 Miles
ntire System — GP Travel Speed: 16 - 25 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 51 - 55 mph

> Delay —TL Travel Speed: 58 - 60 mph




|-75 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1: 150 -
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML B
and GP Lanes); 120
(%9}
g
| ,| Travel Time 2
€ 90 -
N Travel Speed g
= 60
Total Vehicle ©
—> Delay E -
— 30 A
System LEVEL 2:
Analysis >  4Mile 04
Buffer Area NoProject | HOT2-Mex. | HOT3-Max. | HOT4-Max. | ETL-Max. | TOT-Max. | METL-Max. | 2+2-Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
Total Vehicle i i P d i P P
> Delay = GP Travel Time 128 86 87 88 88 85 83 65
ML Travel Time NA 46 44 44 44 NA 41 42
u TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 43 N/A 39
; Investment Polic
» £ L.EVEL 3 y — Distance = 34 Miles
ntire System — GP Travel Speed: 16 - 31 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 45 - 50 mph

> Delay —TL Travel Speed: 47 - 52 mph




|-75 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this :
_| Direct impacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ML Total Vehicle Delay
project corridor (ML ZO0,000 _ B GP Total Vehicle Delay
and GP Lanes);
180,000 o cp s = & o e e
0 . I . : : : :
N Travel Time i 160,000 - ; : : : : : :
& 140,000 A E : : : : : :
Travel Speed @ : : : 10 : :
> P 0 120,000 - S . O S i ; :
S 44;% :
Total Vehicle % 100,000 A _;0
I > 80,000 - 547
S 60,000 - Annual Savings*:
System LEVEL 2: —
Analysis [ _ AMile £ 40,000 $308-$518M
Buffer A =
arer rea 20,000 - 12.2-20.5M Gallons
- Tot?DI \1ehic|e 0 || . || . . .
> ela
Y No Project HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT-Max. METL- 2+2- Max.
Max. Rev  Max. Rev  Max. rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, .
5L o in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range

Total Vehicle
Delay

associated with 2+2 Maximum Revenue policy. Distance = 34 Miles




|-75 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1_ Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this :
_| Direct impacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ML Total Vehicle Delay
project corridor (ML ZO0,000 _ B GP Total Vehicle Delay
and GP Lanes);
180,000 - c s = - & m e mm -
0 3 A A A : 3
N Travel Time E 160,000 h E Annual SaVIngs*:
> .
140,000 - :
Travel S d % . $490'$68OM
— bee S 120,000 - :
@ T : 19.4-26.9M Gallons
Total Vehicle = 100,000 -
& 54% 54% 54% 541% 0
—> Dela > 4 7/0 0
y 2. 80,000 - { 5%/0
T
a 60,000 A 0
System LEVEL 2: = 75%’
Analysis > 4-Mile 5 40,000 -
Buffer Area =
20,000 -
Total Vehicle
> Delay 0 .
No PrOJect HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, .
5L o in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
> Entire S stém derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
y assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
. fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with ETL
> Total Vehicle Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
Delay associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 34 Miles




|-75 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay in the
.| Directimpacts in the buffer area relative to the “No Project” scenario
project corridor (ML 200,000 -~
and GP Lanes);
180,000 -
(%]
N Travel Time \Ii 160,000 - Sl kit A" Q- - 7 S Mol I~~"""7 AT
2 140,000 - : : : s 23% : :
Travel Speed < 70 2% 26% 26% 27% :
—> P 0 120,000 - 2% §% i i e
S y
Total Vehicle 5 100,000 ] N
_» .
Delay > 80,000 Annual Savings*:
5 = S 60,000 A $178-$281M
ystem : -
Analysis > 4-Mile £ 40,000 7.0-11.1M Gallons
Buffer Area ~
20,000 _ . .
Total Vehicle
» Delay O . T T T T T
No Project HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT - METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt ~ Thrpt ~ Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in .
TEVELS: year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers | nvestment Policy
> Entire S stém derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
y assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
. fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
> Total Vehicle Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
Delay associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 34 Miles




Entire System

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:

| Directimpacts in the

project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

4,500,000
4,000,000
3,500,000
3,000,000
2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,000

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

500,000
0

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay in the entire
system relative to the “No Project” scenario

ZQ% 25v% 25% 24% 29%
35@%
nnual Savmgs*
$3.96-$7.36B
157- 291M Gallon

No Project HOT2- HOT3- HOT4- ETL- Max. TOT - METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt ~ Thrpt ~ Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt ~ Thrpt

*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in
year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy.




|-285 West Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

100 A
— 90 -
= &+
g 2 80 A
c g 70 -
<< =
n £ 60 -
QO ~
& % -50-
— c
(5} 4
8 S 40
)
g X 30 A N
X "
= g 20 A Capamfty
® 10 {to Sellin
0 2030
HOT2 - Max. [HOT3 - Max. [HOT4 - Max.| ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. |METL - Max.| 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
®m 2030 - Truck NA N/A N/A N/A 66.30 45.46 52.87
m 2030 - Car N/A 445 44.92 45.39 N/A 48.64 41.16

Investment Policy

Distance = 21 Miles




1-285 West Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

100 -
90 -
= &
> o 80 -
c 2 70 A
< =
n £ 60 -
Q ~
s % 50
-1 <
(3] 4
S S 40
o 2
I x 30 A NO
c w0 .
g o 20 1 Capacity
G 10 {to Sellin
0 2030
HOT2 - Max. |[HOT3 - Max. [HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. |METL - Max.| 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 38.31 43.26 29.28
m 2030 - Car N/A 43.57 44.6 45.29 N/A 44.90 31.95

Investment Policy

Distance = 21 Miles




|-285 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue
LEVEL 1: 80 L7 mph/

Direct impacts inthe | " |} """~~~ "~~~ TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTI TSI T TSI IS ST
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes); I
e WM H N N B B
|| Travel Time ) Best GP Speed
[
£ -
| [ Travel Speed Gé 40 - ML Speed Threshold
. = ___.n____ N ___ B ___ B ___ N ____
Total Vehicle
—> Dela: = MM e s __ B __ _ B ___B_____BN_____
Y & 20 -
— <
o
System LEVEL 2: g
Analysis | ?f"v“f 0 ~
uffer Area ]
No Project HOT;- Max. HOT3R- Max. HOT:- Max. | vax. Rev TOTR- Max. MEFII;- Max. |, viax. Rev
Total Vehicle eV ev ev ev eV
d Delay ® GP Travel Time 79 63 70 70 70 70 67 63
ML Travel Time N/A 31 24 24 24 N/A 22 25
= TL Travel Time NA NA NA NA NA 23 NA 22
; Investment Polic .
LEVEL 3: y — Distance = 21 Miles

A 4

Entire System

— GP Travel Speed: 17 - 23 mph
[ Total vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 53 - 60 mph
" Delay —TL Travel Speed: 45 - 60 mph




|-285 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1: 80 -
Direct impacts inthe | " |} "~~~ "~~~ ~"~""""°"°"°"°/°/TTTTTTToTTTTTTOTTTTTTTTTTTTTTITITTTTTS
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);
g 60 -~ - l _____ l _____
N Travel Time 5
é Best GP Speed
| [ Travel Speed Gé 40 - ML Speed Threshold
. = .., B ____
Total Vehicle
—> Delay & - ____Wmm_ ___
f 20 N
|_
System LEVEL 2:
Analysis | ?f"v“f 0.
utter Area No Project HOT2 - Max. HOT3 - Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - Max. 2+2 - Max.
vl Vil el Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
d Delay ® GP Travel Time 79 65 65 65 65 66 64 57
ML Travel Time N/A 32 26 25 25 N/A 24 25
= TL Travel Time NA NA NA NA NA 29 NA 28
; Investment Polic .
> Enl';ii/?_s:?t.em Y _bistance = 21 Miles
y — GP Travel Speed: 17 - 23 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 53 - 60 mph

Delay — TL Travel Speed: 45 - 60 mph




|-285 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

L EVEL 1 Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
.| Directimpacts in the 100000 - corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ML Total Vehicle Delay
project corridor (ML ' m GP Total Vehicle Delay
and GP Lanes);

— 17% 10% 13%
e I S N U W ! AT T

| | Travel Time < 80,000 : : : v : : :
> : : \J :
5 26% %

| | Travel Speed a 60,000 - 35% 34%
©

Total Vehicle é Annual SaVingS*:

—> Delay 40,000 -
= $44-$152M
(m)

System EVEL S = 1.7-6.0M Gallons
: s 4-Mile 5 20,0007
Analysis [ I I
Buffer Area
~ Total Vehicle 0 T T T T T
g Delay No Project HOT2 - HOTS - HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev
fPotentiaI range of savings_realized in this corridor, Investment Policy
LEVEL 3. in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with ETL
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range

Total Vehicle
Delay

associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 21 Miles




|-285 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

EVEL 1_ Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
.| Directimpacts in the 100000 corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ML Total Vehicle Delay
project corridor (ML ' m GP Total Vehicle Delay
and GP Lanes);

80,000

Travel Time

Travel Speed 60.000

""""""é """ FoTTTN : """? """ £ AT
23% 23% Zé% 2}% 3Q°/0
> ’ 3%%
Total Vehicle :
N R . 40,000 Annual Savmgs*
— $62-$160M
Syst :
Analyeis aMile 20,000 2.4- 6 3M Gallons
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle 0 . .

y

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

- Delay No PrOJect HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, Investment Policy
LEVEL 3. in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range

associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 21 Miles

Total Vehicle
Delay




|-285 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML 250,000 -
and GP Lanes);
@ ™ it I~~~ """\~~~ ~—~—- iy Wiy el Wil ey Wt
Travel Time L 200,000 : é : : : : A

—> = : :
© : % :
N . O % 240/0 0

N Travel Speed a 150,000 - 3];0/0 /O 8/0
S 39%

Total Vehicle é
—> Dela -
/ 2 100000 Annual Savmgs*
(m)
System LEVEL 2 T o000 4 $206-$417M
Analysis [~ _ 4Mile e 7% 8.2-16.5M Gallons
Buffer Area
| Total Vehicle 0 , : . .
g DElE No Project HOT2-  HOT3-  HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT - METL - 2+2-Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in Investment Policy
LEVEL 3. year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range

Total Vehicle
Delay

associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 21 Miles




|-285 South Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

= &
=
c
c 2
< =
n £
Q) N
c
< 3
- c
- O
0 3
S
©
c
3 7
=0
O
0
HOT2 - Max.|HOT3 - Max. |HOT4 - Max.| ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev
m 2030 - Truck NA N/A N/A N/A 35.79 25.44 24.77
m 2030 - Car 21.43 27.89 28.39 28.07 N/A 33.78 23.96

Investment Policy

Distance = 17 Miles




1-285 South Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

Managed Lanes Annual
Gross Revenue (millions $)

0
HOT2 - Max.|HOT3 - Max. |HOT4 - Max.| ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. [ METL - 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt
m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 27.71 17.60 22.49
m 2030 - Car 16.36 20.94 21.2 21.43 N/A 21.52 15.93

Investment Policy

Distance = 17 Miles



|-285 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes); —
0
o
Travel Time g
_> - —
S
Travel Speed =
—> £
|_
: I
Total Vehicle S
—> Delay ©
|_
System LEVEL 2:
Analysis 4:Mile
Buffer Area No Project HOT2 - Max. | HOT3- Max. | HOT4-Max. | .\ o | TOT-Max. | METL-Max. |, o oo
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev

S TOt?Dl ;zhicle = GP Travel Time 54 44 46 47 47 50 47 41

Y = ML Travel Time N/A 20 18 18 18 N/A 18 19

u TL Travel Time N/A N/A NA N/A N/A 17 NA 17

Investment Policy
> Enl';ii/?_s:?t:em — Distance = 17 Miles
y — GP Travel Speed: 19 - 28 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 51 - 57 mph

— TL Travel Speed: 46 - 60 mph

Delay




|-285 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
Directimpacts inthe | L I L e e e e
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes); n Best GP Speed
Travel Time g _____ I __________
_> é
e ML Speed Threshold
| ,| Travel Speed £
- I I
: [
Total Vehicle > I | I | e
—> Delay ©
= =
Q.
=
System LEVEL 2: 3
i > 4-Mile
Analysis Buffer Area No Proiect | HOT2-Max. | HOT3- Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - Max 2+2 - Max.
) Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
> TOt"i‘D' g{ghi‘:'e ® GP Travel Time 54 41 44 45 45 46 42 37
Y = ML Travel Time N/A 23 20 20 20 N/A 19 20
u TL Travel Time N/A N/A NA N/A N/A 22 N/A 21
Investment Policy
> Enl';ii/?_s:?t:em — Distance = 17 Miles
y — GP Travel Speed: 19 - 28 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 51 - 57 mph

Delay

— TL Travel Speed: 46 - 60 mph




|-285 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1_ Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario :
an anes), . . ®m GP Total Vehicle Delay
Annual Savings*:
n
N Travel Time T 80,000 - $43'$110M 1.7-
z 4.3M Gallons
Travel Speed o
> ) ]
o 60,000 23% 20% 18% 15% 24%
°c T T AT TTTTATTTTTKTTTTTATTTTTTAT TR T T A- T T
Total Vehicle = :
—> Delay > 0
2. 40,000 - 3%/0 33%
.g
System LEVE.L 2: =
Analysis —*  4Mie S 20,000 A
Buffer Area =
Total Vehicle
> Delay 0
No PrOJect HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, _
IEVEDS: in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
> Entire S stém derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
y assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
. fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
> Total Vehicle Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range
Delay associated with 2+2 Maximum Revenue policy. Distance =17 Miles




|-285 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario :
and GP Lanes); An nu al SaVi n gs*_ m GP Total Vehicle Delay
n
N Travel Time T 80,000 - $54'$129M 21'
2 5.1M Gallons
Travel Speed o
=N (@] i
o 60,000 19%
- © “““““'I """ AT T T T T AT T I """ A' """ A~ T T
Total Vehicle S : : ;
—> Delay > . : :
40,000 35% 9,% 33%
> ' 39%
= i 41?/0 46%
(m)
System LEVE.L 2: =
Analysis —*  4Mie S 20,000 A
Buffer Area =
Total Vehicle
> Delay 0
No PrOJect HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, )
IEVEDS: in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
> Entire S stém derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
y assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
. fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
> Total Vehicle Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
Delay associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance =17 Miles




|-285 South Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML 200,000 A
and GP Lanes);
Travel Ti £ e 1_83/2 ______________
| | Travel Time E 150,000 - A i i A i \
ke : : :
[, Travel Speed 8 240 28% 23% 23%
0
: B =
(&)
Total Vehicle S 100,000 1
—>  Delay > Annual Savmgs*
8 $143-$259M
System LEVEL 2: —= 50,000 -
ysen J 4wile 2 5.7-10.2M Gallons
Analysis =
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle 0 : : . .
> Del
hiid No Project HOT2-  HOT3-  HOT4- ETL-Max, TOT-  METL- 2+2- Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt ~ Thrpt ~ Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in | t t Poli
LEVEL 3. year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers nvestment Folicy
> Entire S stém derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
y assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
. fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
> Total Vehicle Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
Delay associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance =17 Miles




|-285 East Corridor— Max Revenue Forecast

80 -
— 70 -
= &
(7))
g c 60 A
= 2
< é 50 -
m \ ——
= ()]
S S 40 -
c
;j' o
G.J 5 30 1
(@)}
(.U m
c w0 20 - No
c 0 .
S © Capacity
O 10qto Sellin
0 2030
HOT2 - Max. |[HOT3 - Max. [HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev
m 2030 - Truck NA N/A N/A N/A 24.57 18.64 19.57
m 2030 - Car N/A 46.59 49.08 50.74 N/A 55.06 45.96

Investment Policy

Distance = 14 Miles




|-285 East Corridor— Max Throughput Forecast

80 -
70 -
&
o 0 60 -
S
c
c 2 50
- E
S = 40
c O
c S
c
- o 30 -
o >
O o
D0 20 - No
S 9 Capacity
S © 109 to Sellin
O) 2030
0
HOT2 - Max. [HOT3 - Max. [HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt
®m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 15.50 18.64 14.27
m 2030 - Car N/A 46.52 49.03 50.70 N/A 55.06 40.63

Investment Policy

Distance = 14 Miles




|-285 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);
o 60 -
E L
[, Travel Time 2 _______________
£ Best GP Speed
o 40 -
[, Travel Speed £ .
- ML Speed Threshold
Total Vehicle 2
—> Delay S 20 - .- ___ N ___
= =
Q_. —m e el o e e el e = = =
=
System LEVE.L 2: e
Analysis > 4:Mile 0 -
Buffer Area No Project HOT2 - Max. | HOT3- Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. Rev TOT - Max. METL - Max. 242 - Max. Rev
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
> TOt%g{:‘;"de ® GP Travel Time 67 53 57 58 58 62 56 53
= ML Travel Time NA 28 19 18 17 NA 16 18
u TL Travel Time N/A NA N/A N/A N/A 14 N/A 14
Investment Policy
LEVEL 3: — Distance = 14 Miles

A 4

Entire System

— GP Travel Speed: 13 - 17 mph
[ Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 47 - 53 mph
> Delay — TL Travel Speed: 52 - 60 mph




|-285 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

80 H
- LEVEL1: Worst GP Speed
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);
o 60 -
g
[, Travel Time g ————— I ——————————
S
~ 40 - Best GP Speed
Travel Speed Q
= ML Speed Threshold
Total Vehicle 2
—> Delay S 20 - .- ___ N ___
= =
Q_. —m e el o e e el e = = =
£
System LEVE.L 2: e
Analysis > 4-Mile 0 1
y Buffer Area No Project HOT2 - Max. | HOT3 - Max. | HOT4-Max. | ETL- Max. TOT - Max. | METL - Max. 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
> TOt?Dlgfz;"de ® GP Travel Time 67 55 57 56 56 57 56 50
= ML Travel Time NA 28 20 19 18 NA 17 18
u TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 16 N/A 16
Investment Policy
» £ L,EVEL 3: — Distance = 14 Miles
ntire System — GP Travel Speed: 13 - 17 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 47 - 53 mph

> Delay —TL Travel Speed: 52 - 60 mph




|-285 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario
project corridor (ML 100,000 - ML Total Vehicle Delay
and GP Lanes); m GP Total Vehicle Delay
| Ti 2 80,000 o
|, Travel Time T ) 16% 14% 14%
g " ' e N e FmmmmmATT e e
Travel Speed ko : 20 : i : : :
=Y o i : 2@ %0 Y .
g 00 2796 B 26 i,
Total Vehicle <
] DEEY > 40,000 1 -
E Annual Savings™:
©
System LEVEL 2 = o 000 $52-$114M
i > 4-Mile =) , . _
Analysis autae IS 2.1- 4.5M Gallons
Total Vehicle 0 . . . . . . . . .

> Delay

No Project HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT - Max. METL- 2+2- Max.
Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev

*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, .
in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers | [nvestment Policy
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Revenue policy. Distance = 14 Miles

LEVEL 3:
Entire System

A 4

Total Vehicle
Delay




|-285 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this

corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

100.000 - ML Total Vehicle Delay
B GP Total Vehicle Delay
2 80,000 o
L ' 17%
& H AR £ T e P
[} : . . . . : :
D | s . : '0 \J . E
o 60000 26% 24w 24% 2% IR
= 0
5 ] 1]
> 40,0001 Annual Savings*:
@
e $65-$126M
£ 20,000 -
S < 2.6-5.0M Gallons
0 T T T . T . T T
No Project HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT-Max. METL- 2+2- Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt ~ Thrpt Thrpt  Max. Thrpt  Thrpt

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor,
in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy.

Investment Policy

Distance = 14 Miles




|-285 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML 250,000 -~
and GP Lanes); 17%
5 T T " L é' I T e
| ,| Travel Time £ 200,000 - : E :
g : 24% 23% 23%
Travel Speed 2 3Q% { 29% 34%
ravel Spee 0
> a 150,000 - A/
©
Total Vehicle %
—> Delay >
100,000 -
z Annual Savings*:
System LEVEL 2: % $190-$383M
: . 4-Mile < 50,000 A
Total Vehicle . .
> Delay 0 . T T
No Project HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - METL - 2+2- Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in ]
TEVELS: year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers | Investment Policy
> Entire S stém derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
y assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
. fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
> Total Vehicle Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range
Delay associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 14 Miles




|-75 North Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

c:*

TOT ENDS

160 -~
- 140
&
T n
- 120
C o
é =
= 100 A
o E
S 3 80-
= 5
B 3 60 -
D
]
58 9.0
S O Capacity
O 204 to Sellin
2030
0
HOT2 - Max. [HOT3 - Max. [HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. [METL - Max. | 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
®m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 48.28 48.59 39.06
m 2030 - Car N/A 98.83 98.06 105.44 NA 100.38 96.31

Investment Policy




8

fe 8
DS e

- 140 -
—_ &
T n
- 120
c o
é =

‘= 100 A
o E
S 8 80
= 5
B 3z 60 -
S
©
58 9.0
S O Capacity

O 20 toSellin

2030
0
HOT2 - Max. |HOT3 - Max. |HOT4 - Max. | ETL - Max. [ TOT - Max. |METL - Max. | 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt

m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 33.09 48.92 27.64
m 2030 - Car N/A 93.39 98.06 101.17 N/A 87.67 73.90

Investment Policy

Distance = 30 Miles




|-75 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1: - T T T TS T T TS T ST T TS T ST T TSI T TSI T SIS T T T T e T e rr T
Direct impacts in the 140 +
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes); _ 120 -
g |4@eh = N W N W
Travel Time 2 1001
B E Best GP Speed
s % O
)
[, Travel Speed c
= 60 - ML Speed Threshold
Total Vehicle °>)
—P Delay © 404 B N D T D M
= < ___ B ----Bm-___Em..___ & -
20 - €
System LEVEL 2: 8
Analysis —*  4Mie 0 -
Buffer Area No Project HOTé(;VMaX' HOT;(;VMaX' HOT"’R(;VM""X' ETL - Max. Rev [TOT - Max. Rev MEFE(;VMaX' 242 - Max. Rev
> TOt"i‘D' Yehic'e = GP Travel Time 148 113 125 125 125 133 108 106
> ela
Y = ML Travel Time N/A 59 42 40 39 N/A 36 39
= TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A NA N/A 29 N/A 28
Investment Policy
o & L.EVEL 3 — Distance = 30 Miles
ntire System — GP Travel Speed: 12 - 19 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 45 - 50 mph

> Delay —TL Travel Speed: 45 - 60 mph




|-75 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the 140 +
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes); _ 120 -
g
| ,| Travel Time g 100 1
£
e 80 -
| ,| Travel Speed £
F 60 A
Total Vehicle °>)
—> Delay © 40+
|_
20 -
System LEVEL 2:
i > 4-Mile 0 -
Analysis Buffer Area No Proiect HOT2 - Max. | HOT3 - Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. METL - Max. 2+2 - Max.
) Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
> TOt"i‘D' g{ghi‘:'e = GP Travel Time 148 122 115 117 118 118 106 95
Y = ML Travel Time N/A 60 42 41 40 N/A 39 39
® TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 37 N/A 35
Investment Policy
o & L,EVEL 3 — Distance = 30 Miles
ntire System — GP Travel Speed: 12 - 19 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 45 - 50 mph

> Delay —TL Travel Speed: 45 - 60 mph




|-75 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this :
_| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ML Total Vehicle Delay
project corridor (ML 180’000 ) QP-—----1------ = ————f—----- -———- ®m GP Total Vehicle Delay
and GP Lanes); — 160,000 - : : : 3 : :
. I : 25% : :
|, [ Travel Time < 140,000 - 25% 23% ¥o o 24y :
T 120,000 - 3% 38% E
| ,| Travel Speed a § 43%
()
< 100,000 -
Total Vehicle % 80.000 4
—>  Delay z Annual Savings*:
‘= 60,000 A
T $190-$365M
System LEVE.L 2: < 40,000 -
Analysis [  4Mile 2 7.5-14.4M Gallons
Buffer Area — 20,000 A . .
Total Vehicle 0 : : : :
> Delay
No HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - TOT - METL - 2+2 -
Project Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, .
5L o in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers | Investment Policy
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Enti .
ntire System assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of

fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Revenue policy. Distance = 30 Miles

Total Vehicle
Delay




|-75 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
_| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ML Total Vehicle Delay
project corridor (ML 180,000 1 _________ [———~--4------ Flnlaiaiale I-—-——-—--- y-———- m GP Total Vehicle Delay
d GP Lanes); — : : : : : : :
al ' ® 160,000 - : ;
L 140.000 : : : : : : :
Travel Time > ' ] 0 : : : : : :
> k] 29% 34% 3% S 32% : :
[, Travel Speed o v :
< 100,000 + 5%%
< ¥
Total Vehicle g 80,000
—>  Delay > 60000 - Annual Savings®*:
= ,
S 40000 $262-$464M
System LEVEL 2: T : 1
Analyais [ Mile 5 20000 - 10.3-18.3M Gallons
Buffer Area = ! . .
Total Vehicle 0 ' ' ' '
> Delay No HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4 - ETL - TOT - METL - 2+2 Max.
Project Max. Max. Max. Max. Max. MaxThrpt  Thrpt
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor,
LEVEL 3. in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers | Investment Policy
> Entire System derived using Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
: fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
> Tot%l;zhlcle Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range . .
y associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 30 Miles




|-75 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML 300,000 -~
and GP Lanes); | = e === = y Wittty Al L~~~ q~-~———-—- - I~~~ ——°3---
@ 250,000 - : ' ' :
Travel Time T : 220/0 zi% I% 1Q% :
—> = 25% o
g zg/o
Travel Speed © 200,000 1 §%
N pee a
Q
(&)
: ‘= 150,000 -
vl Veliiele ® Annual Savings*:
—> Delay >
> -
System LEVEL 2: = 10.9-20.0M Gallons
Analysis > 4:Mile S _
y Buffer Area ~ 50,000
~ Total Vehicle 0
> D I T T T T T
=y NoProject HOT2- HOT3- HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT-  METL- 242 - Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, .
LEVEL 3. in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Throughput policy and high end of range

associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 30 Miles

Total Vehicle
Delay




-85 North Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

o 9('05‘ 100 -
5 -
€ o
c .=
< = 80 -
n £
QO ~—
c
S S 604
- c
- O
g‘) 5 40
@ ‘(3,‘) No
T n 1
=3 L _Capam_ty
O to Sell in
2030
0
HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. | TOT - Max. METL - 2+2 - Max.

Max. Rev Max. Rev Max. Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev
m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A NA NA 37.05 31.20 33.39
m 2030 - Car N/A 78.63 81.97 84.19 N/A 83.49 74.65

Investment Policy

Distance = 32 Miles




-85 North Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

)
¢

ENDS

120
T 9('05‘ 100 -
S c
€ o
c .=
< = 80 -
n £
QO ~
c
S 3 60 -
-1 <
- O
g‘) 5 40
g & No
T n 1
=3 5 _Capam_ty

O to Sell in
2030
0
HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. |TOT - Max. METL - | 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt [Max. Thrpt | Max. Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt

m 2030 - Truck N/A N/A N/A N/A 25.06 24.58 22.66
m 2030 - Car N/A 66.88 70.48 72.88 N/A 60.97 56.00

Investment Policy

Distance = 32 Miles




-85 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

Worst GP Speed

LEVEL 1: 120 -
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML

and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

(e}
o
|

Travel Time (minutes)
(o2}
o

>
Total Vehicle B ™ ™ ™ B
—> Delay 30 e v e T B e e
=
S
System LEVE.L 2: e
Analysis > 4-Mile 0 -
Buffer Area No Project | HOT2-Max. | HOT3 - Max. [ HOTA-Max. | oo | TOT- Max. | METL-Max. [, o
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
> TOt%g{:‘;"C'e = GP Travel Time 111 93 99 100 100 99 92 90
= ML Travel Time 45 51 40 39 38 NA 36 39
= TL Travel Time NA NA NA NA NA 33 NA 33

A 4

LEVEL 3:
Entire System

Total Vehicle
Delay

Investment Policy

— Distance = 32 Miles

— GP Travel Speed: 17 - 24 mph
— ML Travel Speed: 45 - 53 mph
— TL Travel Speed: 50 - 58 mph




-85 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

Worst GP Speed

LEVEL 1: 120 - /

Direct impacts in the o L o o
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes); —~ Best GP Speed
3 90
| ,| Travel Time E’ —————
E
o 60
N Travel Speed =
=
Total Vehicle 4
—> Delay < 30
= =
S
System LEVEL 2: e
i > 4-Mile 0 -
Analysis Buffer Area . HOT2 - Max. | HOT3-Max. | HOT4-Max. | ETL-Max. | TOT-Max. | METL-Max. | 2+2- Max.
No Project
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
S TOt?Dl g{zh'c'e = GP Travel Time 111 96 96 98 98 88 83 79
Y = ML Travel Time 45 51 40 39 39 N/A 43 39
= TL Travel Time NA N/A N/A N/A N/A 38 N/A 37
Investment Policy
o o L.EVEL 3: — Distance = 32 Miles
ntire System — GP Travel Speed: 17 - 24 mph
Total Vehicle — ML Travel Speed: 45 - 53 mph
> —TL Travel Speed: 50 - 58 mph

Delay




-85 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:

| Directimpacts in the

project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this ML Towl vehicle Delay

corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario = GP Total Vehicle Delay

140,000 7 -85 HOV Lanes Delay
120000 L T FEE T T T TTTTTTTOTTTTTToTTToTTooTTooomomoomooomooes

100,000

80,000

16% 16%

60,000

40,000

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

20,000

No Project HOT2 - HOTS3 -
Max. Rev Max. Rev

22% L7%
o I____I ____26%__—-2-9%__
Annual Savings*:
$101-$183M
4.0-7.2M Gallons
; 5 B B I

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor,
in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers
derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute
assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range
associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy.

HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT-Max. METL- 2+2- Max.
Max. Rev Rev Rev Max. Rev Rev

Investment Policy

Distance = 32 Miles




-85 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1_ Decre.ase in To.tal Daily Vehicle D_elay along t.his ML Total Vehicle Delay

.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario ® GP Total Vehicle Delay

project corridor (ML 140,000 - -85 HOV Lanes Delay
and GP Lanes);

: % 120,000 A

[, Travel Time \E, )
> 100,000 - 21% 24% 24% 160  S1%

[, Travel Speed 8 - 34% 40%
@ 80,000
o e — —— —— -—— — —— — —— = — —— — Bl —  — R

Total Vehicle %

— Delay > 60,000 - . .
> Annual Savings*:
'©

System LEVEL 2: S 40,000 1 $134-$253M
Analysis > 4-Mile = i
y Butfor Ao 2 20000 - 5.3-10.0M Gallons
Total Vehicle . .
> Delay 0 T T T T T
No Project HOT2 - HOTS3 - HOT4- ETL-Max. TOT-Max. METL- 2+2- Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Max. Thrpt Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this corridor, )
TEVELS: in year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers Investment Policy
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range

Total Vehicle
Delay

associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 32 Miles




-85 North Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML 350,000 -
and GP Lanes); |
% 300,000 A
Travel Time T 17%
—> == 26% 22% 22% 21%
E\ 250,000 - 7% 29%
N Travel Speed 8
o 200,000 A
(&)
Total Vehicle % *
> Delay £ 150,000 - Annual Savings*:
>
T 100,000 $277-$493M
System Ve 3 11.0- 19 5M GaIIon
Analysis > - o
y Buffer Area © 50,000 -
Total Vehicle
> Delay 0 '
No PrOJect HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4- ETL- Max. TOT - METL - 2+2- Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt ~ Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt
*Potential range of savings realized in this area, in .
TEVELS: year 2030, if ML are implemented. Numbers | Investment Policy
) derived wusing Texas Transportation Institute

A 4

Entire System

assumptions of $17.20/hr and 0.68 gallons of
fuel/hr. Low end of range associated with TOT
Maximum Revenue policy and high end of range

Total Vehicle
Delay

associated with 2+2 Maximum Throughput policy. Distance = 32 Miles




S TOTE

|-20 West Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

L

80 -
70 -
n)
= &
S5 2 60
e
=< ]
<< = 50 -
n E
Q (]
% S 40 -
1 <
ke g 30
o o
O (¥
S »  20-
g3
=
5 N .
0
HOT2 - Max. | HOT3 - Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev
2030 - Truck N/A N/A NA N/A 10.12 8.24
m 2030 - Car 32.96 50.83 52.38 53.41 N/A 49,99

[-285 to Thornton Road

Investment Policy

ETL Distance = 24 Miles




1-20 West Corridor —-Max Throughput Forecast

S TOTE

L

80 ~
70 +
on)
= \ s
S5 2 60
c
£ o
< E 50 ~
w N—r
(<)) -
c @ 40 -
© >
1 <
= g 30
o B
9 v
S »  20-
g3
=
o 10 -
0 1]
HOT2 - Max. | HOT3 - Max. | HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. 2+2 - Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
m 2030 - Truck N/A NA N/A N/A 5.44 491
m 2030 - Car 31.12 46.49 48.1 49.17 N/A 41.12

[-285 to Thornton Road

Investment Policy

ETL Distance = 24 Miles




|-20 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

120 -
LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the Worst GP Speed
project corridor¢M | B mphge
and GP Lanes); | 'S "~~~/ mTmmmTmTTTTTmTmTTTTT
) 90 -
[, Travel Time

||
Best GP Speed I

Travel Time (minutes)
(o}
o

|| Travel Speed ML Speed Threshold
Total Vehicle | >  [“@R—--"—___B8 ______8B8&_ _____§B8______
—> Delay 30 -
System LEVEL 2:
Analysis > s il 0 -
Buffer Area No Project HOT2 - Max. Rev [HOT3 - Max. Rev |HOT4 - Max. Rev | ETL - Max. Rev | TOT - Max. Rev | 2+2 - Max. Rev
Total Vehicle ® GP Travel Time 98 73 79 79 78 30 23
> Delay = ML Travel Time NA 34 29 29 29 N/A 10
= TL Travel Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 7 7

Investment Policy
— ETL Distance = 24 Miles
Enl';ii/ E;s?'::em — TOT Distance = 7 Miles
— GP Travel Speed: 14 - 23 mph
[ Total vehicle — ETL Travel Speed: 45 - 50 mph
" Delay —TOT Travel Speed: 47 - 60 mph

A 4




|-20 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML

and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

120 +

(o}
o
1

Travel Time (minutes)
w (o2}
o o

|
Best GP Speed .
ML Speed Threshold

A 4

=
Q. - . -
IS
o
<
0 HOT2 - Max HOT3 - Max HOT4 - Max
No Project s i i ETL - Max. Thrpt | TOT - Max. Thrpt | 2+2 - Max. Thrpt
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
= GP Travel Time 98 75 76 75 75 24 18
= ML Travel Time N/A 36 32 30 31 N/A 11
u TL Travel Time NA N/A N/A N/A N/A 9 8

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

Investment Policy

— ETL Distance = 24 Miles

— TOT Distance = 7 Miles

— GP Travel Speed: 14 - 23 mph
— ETL Travel Speed: 45 - 50 mph
— TOT Travel Speed: 47 - 60 mph




|-20 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this

.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

ML Total Vehicle Delay

100,000 - ® GP Total Vehicle Delay
[, Travel Time
£ 80000 I MR T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTToTmoToooomoooooooooos
| | Travel Speed =2 '
z 0
3 26% 23% 20%
Total Vehicle Q 60,000 - 32% 33%
—> Delay %
2
S
System LEVEL 2: > 40,000 A
ArElief > 4-Mile T
alysis Buffer Area TDU 69%
. 5 20,000 -
Total Vehicle [t
> Delay
0

No Project HOT2 - Max. HOT3 - Max. HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. TOT - Max. 2+2 - Max.
Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev Rev

LEVEL 3:
Entire System

A 4

Investment Policy

Total Vehicle ETL Distance = 24 Miles
TOT Distance = 7 Miles
3 . AN

A 4

Delay




|-20 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this

.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

ML Total Vehicle Delay

100,000 - ® GP Total Vehicle Delay
[, Travel Time
£ 80000 I MR T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTToTmoToooomoooooooooos
| | Travel Speed =2 '
>,
<
(O]
Total Vehicle Q  60.000 - 35% 350
@ ; 0 36% 36%
—p Delay S 43%
e
S
System LEVEL 2: > 40,000 A
Analysis > AT 8
Buffer Area = 75%
. 5 20,000 -
Total Vehicle [t
> Delay
0 T T T T T T 1

No Project HOT2 - Max. HOT3 - Max. HOT4 - Max. ETL-Max. TOT-Max. 2+2-Max.
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt

LEVEL 3:
Entire System

A 4

Investment Policy

Tot?jl \1ehic|e ETL Distance = 24 Miles
e TOT Distance = 7 Miles

A 4




|-20 West Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1:

| Directimpacts in the
"| project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

Total Vehicle
Delay

LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area

Total Vehicle
Delay

A 4

LEVEL 3:
Entire System

Total Vehicle
Delay

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

200,000

150,000

100,000

50,000

23% 21% 19%
25% 9
31% 0 26%
I I I I 37%

HOT2 - HOT3 - HOT4 - ETL - Max. TOT - METL - 2+2 - Max.
Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt  Max. Thrpt Max. Thrpt  Thrpt

No Prolect

Investment Policy

ETL Distance = 24 Miles
TOT Distance = 7 Miles




Corridors without Truck Only Lane Recommendations

* |nvestment Policy Scenarios

Lane Investment Policy| [-20 East Interstates
Configuration Scenarios Corridor SR 400 -575 Inside of 1-285
ETL V'Results Review V'Results Review \/' Results Review V'Results Review
2-Lane Each TOT, N/A N/A N/A N/A
Direction
HOT(HOT2+, \/ \/ \/ \/
HOT3+, HOT 4+) ~Results Review ~Results Review ~Results Review ~Results Review
3-Lane Each Mixed ETL N/A N/A N/A N/A
Direction
4-Lane Each ETL & TOT,, N/A N/A N/A N/A

Direction




|-20 East Segment — Max Revenue Forecast
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Gross Revenue (millions $)

* Toll Rates established with ETL policy were used for all HOT policies.
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1-20 East Segment — Max Throughput Forecast
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Gross Revenue (millions $)

* Toll Rates established with ETL policy were used for all HOT policies.

FINTB




|-20 East Segment

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

Worst GP Speed

LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the 50 1
project corridor (ML R
and GP Lanes);
40 A
| ,| Travel Time §
c
< 30
| ,| Travel Speed E
()
Total Vehicle E TTHEE T TTTT T T AT T T T T
—> Delay ~ 204
S
o
System LEVEL 2: = 10 4 <
Analysis > 4-Mile 1S
Buffer Area A
<
Total Vehicle 0
> Delay No Project ETL - Max. Rev HOT2 - Max. Rev HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev
® GP Travel Time 48 41 41 43 42
ML Travel Time N/A 19 23 19 19
Investment Policy
LEVEL 3:
»| Entire System — Distance = 17 Miles
5 — GP Travel Speed (No Project): 20 mph
Total Vehicle

— GP Travel Speed: 20 - 26 mph

Delay




|-20 East Segment

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

Worst GP Speed

LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the 50 1
project corridor (ML R
and GP Lanes);
40 A
| ,| Travel Time »
g ML Speed Threshold
S
c
< 30
[, Travel Speed é
()
Total Vehicle E il Selainiaialalaly il Ry
—> Delay ~ 204
S
o
. —
System | [ LEVELZ 10 =
Analysis -Miie g
Buffer Area —
=
Total Vehicle 0
> Delay No Project HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt
® GP Travel Time 48 39 38 39 40
ML Travel Time N/A 25 22 22 22
Investment Policy
LEVEL 3:
» Entire System — Distance = 17 Miles
5 — GP Travel Speed (No Project): 21 mph
Total Vehicle

— GP Travel Speed: 20 - 26 mph

Delay




|-20 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
Total Vehicle

A 4

Delay

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

ML Total Vehicle Delay
®m GP Total Vehicle Delay

No Project HOT2 - Max. Rev  HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev  ETL - Max. Rev

Investment Policy

Distance = 17 Miles




|-20 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
Total Vehicle

A 4

Delay

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

ML Total Vehicle Delay
®m GP Total Vehicle Delay

No Project HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt

Investment Policy

Distance = 17 Miles




|-20 East Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the
"| project corridor (ML 100.000 -
and GP Lanes); ’
»
Travel Time =
—> I
— 75,000
g
N Travel Speed 8
Q2
Total Vehicle E 50,000
—> Delay o~
>
8
System LEVEL 2: < 25,000
Analysis —*  4Mie 1S
Buffer Area —
Total Vehicle
> Delay 0 -
No Project HOT2 - Max. HOTS3 - Max. HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. Thrpt
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
TEVEL 3. Investment Policy
> Entire System
Total Vehicle Distance = 17 Miles

Delay




SR 400 Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

Managed Lanes Annual

Gross Revenue (m

ETL - Max. Rev HOT2 - Max. Rev HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev

* Toll Rates established with ETL policy were used for all HOT policies.

FINTB




m SR 400 Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

T
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Gross Revenue (millions $)

ETL - Max. Thrpt HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt

* Toll Rates established with ETL policy were used for all HOT policies.

FINTB




SR 400 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

: 150 -
- LEVEL1: Worst GP Speed
Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML | T A& oo
and GP Lanes); 120 -
n
. .
[, Travel Time g %0
I= 1 ML Speed Threshold
[, Travel Speed o
£
. — 60 -
Total Vehicle o) I $JEV A R
—> Delay =
=
30 -
System LEVEL 2:
Analysis —*  4Mie
Buffer Area 0
- No Project ETL - Max. Thrpt HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt
Total Vehicle
> Delay = GP Travel Time 125 95 90 93 94
= ML Travel Time N/A 39 44 39 39
Investment Policy
LEVEL 3:
»| Entire System — Distance = 33 Miles
Tl Vidale — GP Travel Speed (Envision 6): 19 mph
i
> Delay — GP Travel Speed: 15 - 22 mph

— ML Travel Speed: 45 - 54 mph




SR 400 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
Total Vehicle

A 4

Delay

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

120,000

100,000

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

ML Total Vehicle Delay
®m GP Total Vehicle Delay

No Project HOT2 - Max. Rev  HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev  ETL - Max. Rev

Investment Policy

Distance = 33 Miles




SR 400 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1- Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this

.| Directimpacts in the corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

ML Total Vehicle Delay

120,000 - m GP Total Vehicle Delay

[, Travel Time |

% 100,000 -
N Travel Speed \f/
&

Total Vehicle g 80,000 1
—> Delay )
©

% 60,000 -
System LEVEL 2: >
Analysis [  4Mile g

Buffer Area 3 40,000 +
©
Total Vehicle °

O -

No Project HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt
LEVEL 3:
”| Entire System Investment Policy
Total Vehicle Distance = 33 Miles

A 4

Delay




SR 400 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the

"| project corridor (ML 500,000
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

400,000

Travel Speed

v
z
g
T

0 300,000 -
Q2
Total Vehicle E
—> Delay o~

> 200,000 -
.g
System LEVE.L 2: =

Analysis > 4:Mile = 100,000 -
Buffer Area —

~ Total Vehicle 0
d Delay i
No Project HOT2 - Max. HOTS3 - Max. HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. Thrpt
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
TEVEL 3. Investment Policy
> Entire System
Total Vehicle Distance = 33 Miles

Delay




INTERSTATE

575 1-575 Corridor — Max Revenue Forecast

53

.rs"“"f.. !@ :

ToE S

e

©
S
c
c
<
7
b}
c
@®
-
ol
)
o)
@®
c
@©
=

No Capacity to
Sell in 2030
Due to I-75
Congestion

HOT2 - Max. Rev HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev ETL - Max. Rev
m 2030 2543 2701 26,07

Investment Policy

Gross Revenue (millions $)

B S B s \ ‘*é - Distance = 20 Miles
R Srue S S S SN N A e LPE=S
* Toll Rates established with ETL policy were used for all HOT policies.

FINTB
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INTERSTATE

275 I-575 Corridor — Max Throughput Forecast

B3

e

®©
S
c
c
<
7
b}
c
@®
-
ol
)
o)
@®
c
@©
=

No Capacity to
Sell in 2030
Due to I-75
Congestion

HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt
26.52 27.58

W g e plrut N Distance = 20 Miles
* Toll Rates established with ETL policy were used for all HOT policies.

FINTB

R




— Transportation User Benefits

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

Direct impacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

|-575 Corridor

2030 Max Revenue

A 4

80 -
Worst GP Speed
18 mph
o 60 -
Q
5 —
c
= ML Speed Threshold
o 40 A
£
|_
& - ph oy ___ I
]
= g =
— 20 =
S
o
<
0 ,
No Project HOT2 - Max. Rev HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev ETL - Max. Rev
m GP Travel Time 66 54 58 58 58
ML Travel Time NA 30 22 21 21

[, Travel Time
[, Travel Speed
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
.| Total Vehicle
" Delay

Investment Policy

—Distance = 20 Miles
— GP Travel Speed (Envision 6): 20 mph
— GP Travel Speed: 18 - 22 mph

— ML Travel Speed: > 50 mph




|-575 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

80 -
LEVEL 1:
Direct impacts in the Worst GP Speed
project corridor (ML 18 mph
and GP Lanes); - M T - T T T T T T T T T T T T e e e e e e e m— - —— - -
o 60 -
g
Travel Time S [
> c
= ML Speed Threshold
[, Travel Speed GE) 40 -
- h
Total Vehicle ) - PRy ___ _———
—> Delay =
= . =
— 20 g_
System LEVE'L 2: =
Analysis > 4-Mile <
Buffer Area 0
Total Vehicle No Project HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt
> Delay = GP Travel Time 66 54 57 58 58
ML Travel Time N/A 30 22 21 21
Investment Policy
LEVEL 3:
»| Entire System —Distance = 20 Miles
Total Vehicle — GP Travel Speed (Envision 6): 20 mph
> Delayl — GP Travel Speed: 18 - 22 mph

— ML Travel Speed: > 50 mph




|-575 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Revenue

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
Total Vehicle

A 4

Delay

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

ML Total Vehicle Delay
®m GP Total Vehicle Delay

No Project HOT2 - Max. Rev  HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max. Rev  ETL - Max. Rev

Investment Policy

Distance = 20 Miles




|-575 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

System
Analysis

y

LEVEL 1

| Directimpacts in the
project corridor (ML
and GP Lanes);

Travel Time

Travel Speed

A 4

_>
Total Vehicle
—> Delay
LEVEL 2:
4-Mile
Buffer Area
Total Vehicle
d Delay
LEVEL 3:
Entire System
Total Vehicle

A 4

Delay

Total Daily Vehicle Delay (Hrs)

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

Decrease in Total Daily Vehicle Delay along this
corridor relative to the “No Project” scenario

ML Total Vehicle Delay
®m GP Total Vehicle Delay

No Project HOT2 - Max. Thrpt HOT3 - Max. Thrpt HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt

Investment Policy

Distance = 20 Miles




|-575 Corridor

— Transportation User Benefits (2030 Max Throughput

LEVEL 1:
| Directimpacts in the

"| project corridor (ML 300,000 -
and GP Lanes);

: »
[, Travel Time \Ii
g
< 200,000 A
N Travel Speed 8
Q2
Total Vehicle E
—> Delay o~
>
‘g 100,000 -
System LEVEL 2: o
: > 4-Mile &
Analysis 5
Buffer Area —
Total Vehicle
> Delay 0 -
No Project HOT2 - Max. HOTS3 - Max. HOT4 - Max. ETL - Max. Thrpt
Thrpt Thrpt Thrpt
TEVEL 3. Investment Policy
> Entire System
Total Vehicle Distance = 20 Miles

Delay




Interstate Segments Inside of [-285

= Downtown Connector
= [-85 North and South
= |-75 North and South
= |-20 East and West




ML Annual Gross Revenue (millions $)

Interstate Segments Inside of 1-285: 1-20, I-75, -85

2030 Max Revenue

70 1

60 A

50 A

40 -

30 A

20 A

10 - -
0 -
D.C. - Max. Rev I-85N- Max. Rev [-85S- Max. Rev I-75N- Max. Rev [-75S- Max. Rev I-20E- Max. Rev [-20W- Max. Rev

HOT2+ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
® HOT3+ 54.09 32.35 10.46 18.73 16.24 19.71 13.71
B HOT4+ 57.15 34.03 10.79 19.61 17.20 20.62 1451
ETL 59.19 35.15 11.01 20.20 17.84 21.22 15.04

Investment Policy




Interstate Segments Inside of 1-285: 1-20, I-75, -85

2030 Max Throughput

70 -
»
%) 60 -
c
Qo
= 50 A
E
v 40 A
]
3
> 30 A
(@)
e
%) 20 -
)
2
Q) 10 -
[
c 0 1 l l
5: D.C.-Max. Thrpt [ I-85N- Max. Thrpt | I-85S - Max. Thrpt | I-75N - Max. Thrpt | I-75S - Max. Thrpt | I-20E- Max. Thrpt | I-20W - Max. Thrpt
— HOT2+ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
= ® HOT3+ 52.89 31.89 9.84 18.30 14.58 18.23 9.23
B HOT4+ 55.73 33.44 10.37 19.35 15.61 18.93 9.70
ETL 57.63 34.47 10.73 20.05 16.30 19.40 10.02

Investment Policy




Corridor Summaries
Revenue and Delay




HOT3 Annual Corridor Revenue* Ranking

AN NN

NN NN NN

<\

%Total Annual Revenue

mmm High
Medium
—— | o

v
v
v
v
v

= High $52.89 — $93.89 million

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North
SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20

Downtown Connector

[-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 West from I-75 North to 1-20 West
[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-20 East from [-285 East to SR 138
[-575 from |-75 to SR 20

[-85 North Inside [-285

= Low $9.23 - $20.94 million

[-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East
[-75 North Inside 1-285

[-20 East Inside 1-285

[-75 South Inside 1-285

[-85 South InS|de - 285




HOT3 Per Mile Corridor Revenue* Ranking

A = High $2.66 — $6.61 million

v"|-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
v"1-285 North from 1-85 North to I-75 North
v' |-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
v Downtown Connector
v'|-75 South Inside -285
, v"|-85 North Inside 1-285
\ BAR?}DW
GWINNETT %‘\s
f% v" |-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
LmN v SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20
v |-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
5N\ v 1-285 West from 1I-75 North to 1-20 West
o FoowEhLd N v 1-75 North Inside 1-285
= v 1-20 East Inside 1-285
w‘\ﬁ\\akﬁjfngEWTON
: e = Low $1.23 - $1.47 million
! v 1-285 South from I-75 South to 1-20 East
v"|-75 South from [-285 South to SR 16
] v 1-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
Per Mile Revenue
— v |-575 from |-75 to SR 20
S———seirn v'|-85 South Inside [-285
v ide |-28




ETL Annual Corridor Revenue* Ranking

PAULDING
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Total Annual Revenue

mmmmm High
Medium
— | o

CHE%E

P 7

7

4 e T
e sm$ 2 i

\
N
A OCKLES* L

“\:

\"“\\gjﬁfmsw-rom

*Revenue for Max Throughput Policy

= High $57.63 — $101.17 million

AN NN

NN NN NN

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North
SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20

Downtown Connector

[-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 West from I-75 North to 1-20 West
[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-20 East from [-285 East to SR 138
[-575 from |-75 to SR 20

[-85 North Inside [-285

= Low $10.02 —$21.37 million

<\

v
v
v
v
v

[-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East
[-75 North Inside 1-285

[-20 East Inside 1-285

[-75 South Inside 1-285

[-85 South InS|de - 285




ETL Per Mile Corridor Revenue* Ranking

Per Mile Revenue

= High
Medium
—— | ow

B

ULTON

GWI-NNETITT
N\

o]

QL Vol
i ggNEWTON
\s\\w
A
HENRY

= High $2.87 — $7.20 million

DN NI N NN

NSANENENENEN

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North
[-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
Downtown Connector

[-75 South Inside 1-285

[-85 North Inside -285

[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20

[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 West from I-75 North to 1-20 West
[-75 North Inside [-285

[-20 East Inside 1-285

= Low $1.26 — $1.56 million

<\

v
v
v
v
v

[-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East
[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
[-575 from [-75 to SR 20

[-85 South Inside 1-285




TOT Annual Corridor Revenue* Ranking

= High $31.73 — $38.31 million
v"|-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
v' |-285 West from |-75 North to 1-20 West
v"|-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20

v' 1-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East
v" 1-85 North from [-285 North to SR 211

= Low $5.44 — $15.50 million
v"1-285 North from 1-85 North to I-75 North
v |-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
v' |-285 East from [-20 East to 1-85 North

N

,/e 8 ';' ~ P

\‘

No Capacity
I-575
I-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
SR 400 from 1-85 to SR 20
Downtown Connector
I-20 East Inside 1-285
I-20 West Inside 1-285
I-75 North Inside 1-285
I-75 South Inside 1-285
I-85 North Inside 1-285
I-85 South Inside 1-285

Total Annual Revenue

mmmmm High
Medium
—— | ow




TOT Per Mile Corridor Revenue* Ranking

= High $1.63 — $1.82 million
v 1-285 West from I-75 North to [-20 West
v 1-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East

v |-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
v" |-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
v |-285 East from 1-20 East to -85 North

= Low $0.23 —$0.74 million
v"1-285 North from 1-85 North to I-75 North
v" |-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
v |-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road

No Capacity
I-575
I-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
SR 400 from 1-85 to SR 20
Downtown Connector
I-20 East Inside 1-285
I-20 West Inside 1-285
I-75 North Inside 1-285
I-75 South Inside 1-285
I-85 North Inside 1-285
I-85 South Inside 1-285

Per Mile Revenue

mmm High
Medium
—— | ow




METL Annual Corridor Revenue* Ranking

= High $68.04 — $136.59 million

v"|-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
v"|-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
v' |-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
v' |-285 West from 1-75 North to 1-20 West
v"|-285 North from 1-85 North to I-75 North
v" |-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
v Downtown Connector
v" SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20
v |-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
v |-575
v"1-285 South from I-75 South to 1-20 East
v"1-85 North Inside 1-285
= Low $10.02 — $26.54 million
v 1-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
v 1-20 East Inside 1-285
| / v 1-20 West Inside 1-285
%Total Annual Revenue v |_85 SOUth Inside |-285
==tk v' 1-75 North Inside 1-285
BT v"1-75 South Inside 1-285




METL Per Mile Corridor Revenue* Ranking

PAULDING

ﬁk\iwﬁ
o

DOUGLAS

CAROLL//«Q/ N @ »
— % CLANT
= Z - Y i
i

L ) y
% cCOBB G ’ ”&&

Zvodrop iJ.f > F N
WV

R
\‘. X
\

‘% \ stEWTON
pat ; h | R
L

= HENRY e

= High
Medium
—— | ow

Per Mile Revenue

*Revenue for Max Throughput Policy

= High $4.20 — $7.20 million
Downtown Connector

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
[-285 West from 1-75 North to 1-20 West
[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North

A YNNI NN

ASENENENENEN

[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East
[-85 North Inside 1-285

[-75 North Inside 1-285

[-75 South Inside 1-285

= Low $1.34 — $2.05 million

A NENENE NN NN

[-575
[-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
SR 400 from 1-85 to SR 20

[-20 East Inside 1-285
[-20 West Inside 1-285
[-85 South Inside 1-285




2+2 Annual Corridor Revenue* Ranking

= High $59.53 — $101.54 million
Downtown Connector

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-285 West from 1-75 North to 1-20 West
[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North
[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
SR 400 from -85 to SR 20

AN NI N NN

[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-285 East from [-20 East to 1-85 North
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 South from I-75 South to I-20 East
[-85 North Inside 1-285

A NENENENEN

= Low $10.02 — $27.58 million
[-575

[-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
[-20 East Inside 1-285
[-20 West Inside 1-285
[-85 South Inside 1-285
[-75 North Inside 1-285
[-75 South Inside 1-285

Total Annual Revenue

*Revenue for Max Throughput Policy

s High
Medium
| ow

A NENENE NN NN




2+2 Per Mile Corridor Revenue* Ranking

= High $3.26 — $7.20 million
v Downtown Connector
v"|-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
v"|-285 North from 1-85 North to I-75 North
v' |-285 East from |-20 East to 1-85 North
v'|-75 South Inside 1-285
v" 1-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
v 1-285 West from I-75 North to I-20 West
v |-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
v"1-285 South from I-75 South to 1-20 East
v"1-85 North Inside 1-285
N, e d v’ 1-20 East Inside 1-285
Vo v 1-75 North Inside 1-285
r‘ : é{NEWTON
) = Low $1.34 — $1.80 million
BRRY_— AN v SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20
‘ &"*’” v 1-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16

v |-575

PRENIIeRevenic v'1-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138

==tk= v 1-20 West Inside 1-285

— v" |-85 South Inside 1-285




Summary Total Delay Reduction* Ranking

: H@h

e Medium

e |_OW

Reduction in Vehicle Delay

High-Medium * S PA LDING f

*Delay Reduction for Max Throughput Policies

AN

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
SR 400 from I-85 to SR 20

Downtown Connector
[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211

= Medium

AN NN N N N N NN NI N VRN

[-285 North from 1-85 North to 1-75 North
[-285 West from I-75 North to 1-20 West
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 East from 1-20 East to 1-85 North
[-285 South from I-75 South to 1-20 East
[-85 North Inside [-285

[-575 from [-75 to SR 20
[-20 East Inside 1-285
[-75 North Inside 1-285
[-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
[-20 West Inside 1-285
[-85 South Inside 1-285
[-75 South Inside 1-285




CHEHROKEE
4

Rae =

L 1

\’\MQ/NEWTQN

\

3 HENRY

\ |[Per Mile Reduction in Vehicle Delay T t

m—— High [SPALDING

High-Medium
mmm Medium
| ow

H I B *Delay Reduction for Max Throughput Policies

Summary Per-Mile Delay Reduction* Ranking

= High

ANRNE NN

ANRNENEN

|
r <
SN N N N o B N NN

Downtown Connector

[-75 North from 1-285 North to SR 20
[-75 South from 1-285 South to SR 16
[-285 North from -85 North to I-75 North

SR 400 from [-85 to SR 20

[-285 East from [-20 East to 1-85 North
[-20 East Inside 1-285

[-85 North Inside 1-285

edium

[-85 North from 1-285 North to SR 211
[-285 West from I-75 North to I-20 West
[-20 West from 1-285 West to Post Road
[-285 South from I-75 South to 1-20 East
[-75 North Inside 1-285

[-575 from |-75 to SR 20

[-20 East from 1-285 East to SR 138
[-20 West Inside 1-285

[-85 South Inside 1-285

[-75 South Inside 1-285




Cumulative Gross Revenue




Gross Revenue* Graph — Max Revenue

140 - 30 Year
om 123 50 Year
g 120 4 ® 75 Year
= 108
%
~ 100 A 92
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g 88
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5 80 A 71
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o 60 51 o4
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> 40 A 37 36
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©
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HOT2 - Max. Rev HOT3 - Max. Rev HOT4 - Max Rev ETL - Max. Rev TOT - Max. Rev METL - Max. Rev 2+2 - Max. Rev

Investment Policy

* Cumulative System Gross Revenue. The Financeable amount

would be a fraction of cumulative gross revenue




Gross Revenue* Graph — Max Throughput

140 - 30 Year
—~ 50 Year
n
g 120 A m 75 Year
E 104
&
~ 100 -
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g 83
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o 80 - 72
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"] 60
n
o 60 A
O 46 §S 46
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3] 30
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O
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HOT2 - Max. Thrpt  HOT3 - Max. Thrpt  HOT4 - Max. Thrpt ETL - Max. Thrpt TOT - Max. Thrpt METL - Max. Thrpt 2+2 - Max. Thrpt

Investment Policy

* Cumulative System Gross Revenue. The Financeable amount

would be a fraction of cumulative gross revenue




Gross Revenue* (per lane-mile) Matrix

Gross Revenue ($millions
Managed Lane Sg;rt]eem ( )
_ _ - ides b
Policy Viles | 30 Year | 50 Year | 75 Year | diferent mumbers o
lane-miles
HOT2 — MaxRev | 1,100 | 4 5 5 |7 e Rghest “revenue
HOT3 — MaxRev | 1,100 | 22 43 74 pasi for 30, 50, and 75,
year periods
HOT4 — MaxRev 1,100 24 47 80 = |f all lane-miles cost the
same amount to build,
ETL — MaxRev 1,100 25 49 84 the ETL policy would be
the most efficient, based
th I -
TOT — MaxRev 680 16 32 54 (r)nrille € ;ivrﬁggfspe;h%rv‘ven
METL — MaxRev | 1,500 24 47 82 here
2+2 — MaxRev 1,800 18 35 60




Gross Revenue* (per lane-mile) Matrix

Managed Lane Sa/as;eer_n Gross Revenue ($millions) | i
Policy Viles | 30 Year | 50 Year | 75 Year | E{'f:{g%tespn°d'ﬁ%'§2rsha§
HOT2 — Max Thrpt | 1,100 4 4 4 "o hona S
HOT3 — Max Thrpt | 1,100 | 19 38 65 basi for 30, 50, and 75.
HOT4 — Max Thrpt | 1,100 | 21 42 71 |- 1ol emies cost the
ETL — MaxThrpt 1,100 22 44 75 fﬁgﬁgﬁ%ﬁ&eﬁ%ﬁé%
TOT — MaxThrpt 680 9 18 29 on the revenue per lane-
METL — MaxThrpt | 1,500 | 20 40 69 here

2+2 — MaxThrpt 1,800 13 26 43




Next Steps - Ongoing

= Develop Cumulative Net Revenue

» Develop analysis framework for risk assessment
— Growth
— Willingness to Pay
— Transportation Improvements




= Questions!




